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‘ii appeal has been lilect on behalf ofthe property owner ‘iIi the State Board of

l]uaIIniion. The urnIer.necI adIllinitratpvcJLIdgc conducted a hearing in ihh iiiallci oil

April 11.2 H 6 ii Jonesborough, ‘I e’iiiccc. In attendance It tile Ilcari hg Were Da’ id

lefeminc, ihe appellant, and Washington County Property Asses.or. representative, John

Huis.

flNDINUS 01 FACT .*Nl CIA:SR NS FlAW

Subject property consists of a vacant bank building purchased by the tcc1,avcr oil

June 13. 2005,

lie threshold ssiie in this appeal concerns jurisdiction. This i stie arises thin the

fact that the d,s1itptetL appraisal ‘is not ap1lealLetl hi the WasIiiiittpri County Board ot*

Equali Nit

The administrative .jLldge finds that Temeee law requires a taxpayer to appeal an

lsserilclit to the Coucitv Board of I.t1ualization prior to alpeaIiI lit the Stflc l3oarL! of

tTqualiz2tioIl. lenu. CodeAnn. 6A44UI & 6_S-l4!2b. A Jiree! appeal ittheStatc

Board Is permitied only ifthe assessor dne.s no! timely notify the laxpaver oft chanc of

issess’i’ciit prior to the meeting olthe ‘tiunty Board. Trim. Code Ann. § 67-5-303a3

& i7--OUlc. Nevertheless. Ihc legislature li;is :iIi provided hal

Ilie I paver sha]! have right to a hearing and detennination to
show reasonable cause for the taxpayr.s failure In tile an appeal
is p1’ ided in this seelinji and upon demonstrating such
rOastlilable cause, lie IiiieI hoard shall accept such tioin
he t;is1tiver up to larch I ofthe car uhseqLiertc hi the year ill

Inch the isse’splierII was wade.

[cnn. Code Aim. 67-5-141 2e. The Assessneni Appeals CoinmiNsihi, in interpretiitg

this section. has held that:



Ihe deadlines and requircmenb for appeal are CICMIV set out in
the law, and ownen of properly are charged with knowledge or
IllcttL Ii was riot the intent ofthc reasonable cause pluvisJons

‘aj’ e these requirements except where the fii lure to Heel
them is due to illness or tlicr circtlttlslaiiccs hevond the
taxpayers control.

A.sociated Pipe//nv Coniracir,r. Ii:.. Vj II awson County, 1 ax Year 1992, Asscssiiictit

Appeals Commission .uo_. II, lY94 Str- also Jo/ui OroiyL. C}ie,itltaiii Cuunt. Tax Year

.ess’nerir .[lpe;il ocnnhisitlIl Dcc ltNl liLt’. 11w the Snile Board i1

Etlualhizatioti to havejurisdictioti in this appeal, the taxpayer i’tui show that circuitistai,ccs

beyond his control pie’ ertled him from appealin to the Vashinglon County Board of

i/it ion,

hite taxpayer culled that it as not until ccci’ ‘rig his county tax bill in October of

2005 tInt lie was prompted to appeal. The taxpayer proceeded to file a direct appeal with

the State Hoard of’ Equalization that as received on January 6, 2006.

Re,ipeellully. tile admitiistrtLi ejrtdge md> the t:Ixrilyer tailed to estah[khi that lik

fiuilure to appeal Co the clarity board ofc1ualization ri-ukud iroiii cix’cuntstancc beyond hL’

control. Indeed, it appears that simple inattentiencss constituted the underl n prohletn

The administrative judge would initially observe that the taxpaer had actual notice ofthe

property axes Lii or betore J nine 3. 2{ KJS because the taxes were pirated as cv idLi iced by

the closing statement appended to the appeal form.’ Moreover, the taxpayer inexplicably

waited several niotith, after receiviti1 his tax bill to even initi ale this appeal.

The administrative judge t ntis that the ssesi I tent Appe;r] s oirntl Ission rejected a

siutilar aret,nent in _ierald i./. IIoIfr,/,cij Shicib’ Hi., lax Years 2011 _21t01 Tv;tsDtlinI

in pertijient part is tl lows:

The subject property i a residence located at 1052 Mirror lake
l,a’ii In Cortitiva. I lie taxpayer did tot owl it 8.5 Ut Janintaiy
2002. and according to 1r. Cook lit I.Lpaier did lit" llccO,ilc
aware olthe assessed a!uc until taxe’ were billed it
2002. the only reason offered for the failure to appeal the
assessment first to the county board ofequatization. was that the
tax paver did not understand or was tiot aict are of the
equ3rement.

As tue adtninisu-,tiejulge found, relict from the reqti’ren’ieilt
of prior appeal to the county hoard ofequalization or oldie
deadline for appeal to the State Board, depends upon a linding
of ,eaon,bie cause cxc ‘sing the failure, *Fenn. ‘tide Ann, 67-
5- 1412 c }. [mdi rig.’ nt reonahle c anise in other cases have
generally been prcdicalcd on some circu,ttsl:iiiCeS Imu’td the
control nt the axPit’ er raflter than sirtiply being unan ire of’ the
legal requirements for appeal, The testimony in this ease does

‘rit.r]ipiil!itr.rtivejudse N in n.i tvav li:. ‘hal i;’iiiI.:i’_*. .1 i!]C* Ia I,alsa,’ *.*.-II,lIiLLlcS a



not pro’ ide a basis for a finding of reaconable cause, and the
initial decision and order should he affirmed.

Final Decision and Order t I. See aNt .1f’/svii t..tH1Ixxo,J.c. life. lewis Co., Tax

Years 1990 & liNt w],c]-cin the Uoiniiiission held that ‘‘[a] Ia,,Ll-cr ... cannot prevent die

imposition ofrcasonable deadlines Lir appeal h’ pleading the prc’s ofother business or lack

ofawareness ofthe maimer or neeesitt of appeal.’ Final Decision and Order at 2.

Based upon the 1n-cgoing, the adm!nislnLritejil]gc Itrick lie !ap;iyer titfed to

establish reasonable cause and this appeal must tI,eretbre he disniised 11w lack ol

urisdietion.

ORDER

Ii is IICLeLore RDIiRID dm1 this appeal bc disiiiissccl for lack ol juridiction and

the lol loc iii value aid assessment remain in eRect li Ir as year 2t Ii I:

LAN:P VALUE lMPROV[MlTVA[..UF TOTALALLTE .SSIFSSMINf

S?.00O S696.l s7!’Rlulf S3 13.240

Puriuant t&, die Upiifbnii Administrative Imneclures Act, ‘lemi. otlL Ann. 4-5-

30l--31. Icon. Code Ann. 6T5-bUI, and the Rules of Contested Case Procedure of the

State Board ofEqualizatiori. the parties are adviscd ofthe following remedies:

A party nay appeal this dcci sail and order In the Ascss iieil! Appea’

:iTInhiIsiou pursuant to leiin. Lode Ann. o7- I .{fl and Rule {‘00. I -.12

of the Contested .a.e Procedur of the Star Board of Equalization.

Tenneee Code Annotated § 67-5-1501c pro’ ides thai all appeal ntujt be

filed within thirty 30 days froni the date the initial decision is sent."

Rule ihuU_ h,12 of tELL Contested Case l’roceduri of lie State I3ii;lrtl iii

Equalization provides that the appeal be Wed with the Executive Secretary of

the Staic Board and that the appeal ‘identify the allegedI errolleolis

tindings of fact and/or conclusions of law iii the initial order": ii

1. A party nay petition for reconsiIerat ion tilt Ti S Ice iOfl and order pursuant to

Ienn. Code Ann. 4-5-317 within hfteen IS days of the entr of tIle onler.

IRe petition for recoiisitlcra ion must st;ite the sc i flc grounds upon vhieh

iclict Is requested. ‘he lilim of a Wtition mr Iti,lisideflhtIoii Is not a

prerequisite lUr seek i hg admi n strati’ c or judici aT re ic : or

3. A party may petition for a stay of emctiveriess of this decision and order

pursuant it, Telin. mdc Aim. 4-- 6 within et cii 7 day olthc enhly if

the order.

This order does not become final until an official certificate is issued by die

Assessment Appeals Commission. Official certificates are nnniialLy issued seventy-live

75 days alier cite entry cithe initial decision and order if no party has appealed.

I



ENTERED this 20th day of April. 2O0
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MARK J:ILsKY9
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:P1IN]SIR:VI [VI. PkUIIt.ltES DIV1SI_

Ii. lavkl I cI,nii’ie
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